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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Statement and Importance of the Problem 
In 1963, the South Dakota State Legislature passed a supp emental 
portion to the minimum foundation law. This section of the law1 pro­
vides support to school districts on a formula of equalization b sed on 
an individual school district's n�ed and effort. The law limits the 
amount of equalization support distribution to $2, 000,000. In 1963, 
when the law was passed, foundation payment computations were not 
available on every district. Information necessary to evaluate the 
foundation program became available to educators and legisl tors in 
1964 when payments were computed to districts for the first time. 
Problems in the mechanics of the formula became apparent through 
different ways. 
First, as state totals became available, comparisons wer made 
and questions such as this were asked: In a program based on need 
(classroom units) and local tax effort, why do common districts receive 
nearly one-half of the total equalization payments?2 Common districts 
1south Dakota Code 1960 Supplement 15. 2246 as amended by Chapter 
77, 1963. 
2Merrill F. Coddington, State Aid Payments for 1963-64, South 
Dakota State Department of Public Instruction, Pierre, South Dakota, 
February, 1966, p. 1. 
have only seventeen percent of the total enrollment and have an 
average mill levy of 16.77 mills compared to 31.84 mills for in­
dependent districts.3 
Upon examination of the correspondence of the Director of 
Statistical Services of the Department of Public Instruction other 
problems were found. 
The following excerpt of a letter to the Director of Statistical 
Services from the County Superintendent of Schools in Hand County 
typifies the response of many school administrators as comparisons 
were made among district payments.4 
We are in receipt of the distribution sheet of State 
Aid to Public Schools. 
We do not understand the amount given to St. Lawrence, 
in the third column, under equalization. The amount of the 
sheet reads, $73.77� 
This., is much less than given to any rural schoole 
2 
Will you please check? Could there have been n rror here? 
Another problem was detected, as business managers compared the 
actual state aid received with the budgeted amount. Art Ho hl, 
business manager of Sioux Falls Independent Schools, anticip ted 
$177,000 equalization support; but received only $106,222.32 for the 
1964-65 school year. This is pointed out in a letter to R. Hillgren 
and Mrs. Anderson, Representatives from Minnehaha County. Hoehl5 states: 
3Merrill F. Coddington, South Dakota School Statistics 1961-62, 
South Dakota State Department of Public Instruction Research Report 
45.1, 1963, p. 9-12. 
4winifred Lorenston, Letter to ArtDur K. Shaver, February 3, 1965. 
5A. L. Hoehl, Letter to Ralph Hillgren and Eunice M. Anderson, 
March 3, 1965. 
It had been the general understanding that the 
"Equalization Support" section was based on the "effort. "  
It is now readily admitted that the Equalization Support 
section of the formula for State Aid is based on "effort" 
to a point, and then "increased effort" results in the 
diminishing law of returns setting in. 
The personnel of the Department of Public Instruction, 
with whom I have visited extensively on this matter,� 
are aware of the revision that must be made to the formula, 
if there is to be a true and equitable distribution of the 
Equa�ization Support section. 
Although problems came to the surface, they were not form lly 
documented. In March, 1966, the Assistant Superintendent of th 
Department of Public Instruction requested the Director of Stat·stical 
Services to study6 the minimum foundation program for the purpose 
3 
of documenting its problems and recommending possible solutions. These 
major problems were examined. 
1. The credit which the county high school tuition fu d vy 
gives to common school districts when determining t e cost 
of the program. 
2. The effect the county average sales ratio has towards 
increasing or decreasing equalization payments in counties 
where there is a large spread between urban and rural sales 
ratios. 
3. The effect which federal source receipts have on·paym nts 
to school districts. 
4. The relationship which state support bears to the coun�y 
elementary equalization program. 
6James C. Schooler, Letter to Arthur K. Shaver, March 15, 1966. 
5. The relationship of increasing receipts and actual costs 
which districts are experiencing, compared with the 
foundation program cost of $7,000 per classroom unit. 
The Purpose of -the Study 
The purpose of this study is to: 
1. Outline the major concepts of the equalization section of 
• South Dakota's minimum foundation program and present them 
in a formula so that an analysis of the problems o t ined 
above can be made; and 
2. Provide legislators and educators with a documented review 
of some specific changes which could be made to strengthe. 
South Dakota's minimum foundation program law and other laws 
which _are affected by it or indirectly affect 1t. 
Procedure 
A review of literature was made in order to gain insights into 
the present foundation program. This review included an examination 
of the corresponde�ce of the Director of Statistical Services relating 
to the foundation program. 
A questionnaire was sent to school superintendents to determine: 
4 
l. A collective viewpoint of the school administrators regarding 
the minimum foundation concepts in general and South D,akota's 
program in particular; and 
2. Problems which school administrators have with the present 
minimum foundation program. 
5 
A basic and simplified formula representing the full int t of 
the law was presented as a base for this analysis. Using this orm la, 
specific changes were presented. District, county, and state data 
were presented in instances where changes led to a substantia e feet 
on the statewide program. 
Based on information obtained from the review of the lit ature 
and the returns from the questionnaire, alternate proposals to probl ms 
were presented. 
The present method of distribution was compared with alternate 
proposals. These comparisons were presented so that alternate courses 
of action could be analyzed by the reader. Conclusions and recommend -
tions were presented, based on this study. 
Limitations 
This report concentrated on the equalization portion of South 
Dakota's minimum foundation program as it relates to the fulfi lment o 
the theoretical concept of a•minimum foundation program and to other 
state and federal laws. Because of the highly complex financial 
structure governing South Dakota schools, coupled with _an organizational 
structure involving four types of districts totalling 2,607,7 it is not 
the intent of this report to conclude that the recommendations 
presented are final and fitting for all districts. 
7Merrill F. Coddington, South Dakota School Statistics 1964-65, 
op. cit. , p. l. 
Definitions of Terms 
For the purposes of this study the terms listed below are 
given definitions. 
6 
Fully implemented equalization support for a district is the 
amount of equalization support the district would receive if sufficient 
money were provided to give districts the full entitlement comp ted 
for the district. 
Prorated equalization support for a district is the �mount of 
fully implemented equalization support prorated at such a ratio that 
the total funds distributed under the equalization section of the law 
· will not exceed $2,000,000. In 1965-66, equalization support was 
prorated at 11. 55 percent. 
CHAPTER II 
PERTINENT LITERATURE 
The history of State financial support to school districts in 
South Dakota dates back to the thirties. 1 From 1936 through 1959, the 
method of distribution took various forms of flat grant distribution 
on the basis of census, enrollment, tuition students, teacher ad dis­
tressed district aid. In 1959, the Legislature activated a general 
support portion of the current law, and in 1963 the equalization section 
was made law. Amendments were made in 1965. 
In 1965, the State Legislative Research Council2 provided legisla­
tors with a study on the "Effects of South Dakota's Minimum Foundation 
Program. " This study discusses the history of state support, the 
present method of distribution and its effects, and other legislation 
which affects the state's foundation program. The study did not touch 
upon specific short-comings involved in the mechanics of formu 
Each year, the Department of �blic Instruction publishes 
statistical data relating to the distribution of state aid funds. 3 
Much of the data used in this analysis was taken from these statistical 
reports. 
lstate Legislative Research Council, Effects of South -Dakota's 
Minimum Foundation Program, Pierre, South D_akota, July 20, 1965, p. 1. 
2Ibid. 
3Merrill F. Coddington, State Aid Payments For 1965�66, South 
Dakota State Department of Public Instruction, Pierre, South Dakota, 
February 1966. 
In 1965, the SDEA Journal4 carried an article relating to all 
types of state support to schools. The article pointed out each 
detailed step involved in computing state support under the mini um 
foundation program. 
In 1966, the South Dakota Education Association employed Dr. 
Walter Ruesser, Deputy Superintendent of Public Instruction in 
Wyoming, to review South Dakota's foundation program and m ke 
recommendations for improvement of the law. Dr. Ruesser's study5 
provides an overview of both the flat grant and equalization sections 
of the law. No data is presented on the effect recommended proposa s 
would have on the total program. A sampling of districts was used 
to determine the effectiveness of the program. 
Gordon Nelson, Executive Secretary of the Associated School 
Boards of South Dakota, is currently writing a doctoral dissertation 
on school finance in South Dakota. A portion of Mr. Nelson's6 
dissertation will contain a study and recommendations for the improve­
ment of South Dakota's minimum foundation program. 
4Arthur K. Shaver, "What Do You Know About State Aid," South 
Dakota Education Association Journal, January 1965, p. 16-19. 
5walter C. Ruesser, "An Evaluation of the Foundation Program of 
Education of South Dakota Schools," A Report to the South Dakota 
Education Association, Pierre, South Dakota, August 31, 1966. 
6Gordon Nelson, Interview granted Arthur K. Shaver, January 20, 
1967. 
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CHAPTER III 
THE MINIMUM FOUNDATION PROGRAM 
South Dakota's minimum foundation program as established in 
South Dakota Code, 1960 Supplement 15.2246 as amended by Chapter 77, 
1963, provides eligibility requirements and formulates state support 
to school districts on two basic formulas1 a general support or flat 
grant formula including a transportation allotment and an equalization 
support formula. 
There are five eligibility requirements which a district must 
meet before receiving general support payments as well as an additional 
requirement which districts must meet in order to receive equalization 
support. 
These requirements are summarized in a report1 by the Department 
of Public Instruction which shows that 1,045 districts were ineligible 
for general support and an additional 238 districts were ineligible for 
equalization support for the 1965-66_school year. Of the 1,045 ineli­
gible for general support 1,006 did not operate a school, twenty had 
an uncertified teacher, nineteen operated a one-teacher school with an 
average daily membership of less than five, and eight operated a high 
school with an average daily membership of less than thir.ty-five •. 
1Merrill F. Coddington, State Aid Payments For 1965-66, South 
Dakota State Department of Public Instruction, Pierre, South Dakota, 
February, 1966, P• 1. 
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After a school district's eligibility has been determined, state 
aid is computed on the following basess 
A. General support payments are a flat grant amount. 
Unit of Payment 
Lower Grade Classroom Unit 
Upper Grade Classroom Unit 
One Teacher Rural Schools (1 TRS) 
Four Year Elementary Certified 
Elementary Teachers 
Pupil Transported 
Amount Per Unit 
$380. 00 
760. 00 
190. 00, 
100.00 
20.00 
B. The equalization support is the amount that the cost of the 
foundation program exceeds the income of the foundation program minus 
any general support payments for a school district. The following 
hypothetical example is shown which provides the basic steps 
necessary to analyze the current foundation program. 
1. Cost $23,250. 00 
a. 2 Classroom Units @ $1,000.00 = $14,000.00 
b. 1 One Teacher Rural School@$ 5,250.00 = 5,250.00 
c. 500,000 Assessed Valuation@ 7. 00 mills CHTF 3,500.00 
d. Tuition Expenditures 500.00 
$23,250.00 
2. Income $13,680. 00 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
Revenue plus Transfer Receipts 
State Aid Prior Year 
$23,250.00 
-2,000.00 
Federal Source Receipts 
500,000 Assessed Valuation x 
562,000 Adjusted Valuation x 
Excess 
3. General Support 
4. Total Equalization Support 
5. Total State Support 
-1,000.00 
30. 00 Mills=$15,000 
15. 00 Mills= -8,430 
-6,570.00 
$13,680.00 
$ 950. 00 
$8,620. 00 
$ 9,570. 00 .. 
A more comprehensive explanation of th� equalization formula 
is necessary in order to fully understand it and some of its 
theoretical foundations. 
The cost of the foundation program for a district is set by law. 
It represents what the state will support as minimum expenses of a 
district. The $7, 000 allowed for each classroom unit and the $5,250 
allowed for each one-teacher rural school represent approximate 
average statewide costs2 during the 1960-61 school year. 
The law allows common districts credit for the high school 
tuition effort of the district by giving credit in the cost, the 
dollar tax effort the district contributes to the county high sc .ool 
tuition fund. Districts receive this credit regardless of the n mber 
of high school tuition students in the district. 
Both independent and common districts receive credit for actual 
tuition expenses as it is a part of the cost of a district. 
1 
The income of a district represents the prior year's actual 
receipts of the district minus state aid under the minimum foundation 
law and all federal source receipts. At this point the foundation 
program allows for school district effort by giving the district er it 
for the general fund levy which is in excess of 15 mills, based on 
assessed valuation which has been adjusted to state average. In the 
example on page 9, the assessed valuation was adjusted up to state 
2Merrill F. Coddington, South Dakota School Statistics 1960-61, 
·south Dakota State Department of Public Instruction, Research Report 
45, 1962, p. 9. 
average. A more detailed explanation of the assessment sales ratio 
is presented on pages 48-51. 
The total equalization support for a district then is the cost 
minus the income and general·support payments. 
--�. -· . 
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CHAPTER IV 
PROBLEMS WITH MAJOR EFFECTS 
This chapter gives a more detailed explanation of the county high 
school tuition fund levy, the cost of the foundation program and 
federal source receipts as these items affect the payment to a school 
district. The current equalization support is then compared against 
alternate or suggested formula changes·. Tables showing the effects of 
the formula change are provided. 
County High School Tuition Fund Levy 
In the 1965-66 school year 1,323 common districts received st te 
.d 1 a1 . Of these, 1,094 qualified for equalization support� As part 
of this study the expenses of these 1,094 districts were compared w"th 
the equalization support alloted to the district before proration. t 
was found that nearly one-half, or 544, of the qualifying commo 
districts were eligible to receive more equalization support t an tt 
total general fund expenditures of the district for_ the _prior y r. 
Because of the $2,000,000 limitation proveded by law, equalization 
support was prorated at approximately e even percent; thus no district 
received more money than its expenditures. 
1Merrill F. Coddington, State Aid Payments for 1965-66, State 
Department of Public Instruction, Pierre, South Dakota, February, 1966, 
P• 1. 
----- --·-- - -· -·- -
Further examination showed that the factor contributing to 
excessive payments could be attributed to the county high school 
tuition fund levy. The law provides that there shall be added to 
14 
the cost, "in the case of a common district, the amount obtained by 
multiplying the assessed valuation of the district by the county high 
school tuition levy and such other levy  or levies for secondary school 
purposes to which the district was subject. "2 
Under existing law, the county high school tuition fund levy is 
applied on all common districts to provide for the payment of high 
school tuition for students residing in common districts within the 
county. The income from this levy is received at the county level and 
tuition payments are made from the county to the independent districts. 
The money does not enter as a receipt of the common school.districts; 
thus, it is not considered a part of the income of the common district. 
The district receives credit for the levy as a part of the cost but it 
is not entered as a part of the income. 
This is pointed out in the example on page 10. This hypothetical 
example involves an assessed valuati�n of $500,000 multiplied by the 
county high school tuition fund levy of 7.00 mills to give the school 
district $3,500 credit as a part of the cost. This amount does not 
show up again as a receipt. 
Further complications occur when the common district is given 
credit for the county high school tuition levy as a part of the local 
2south Dakota Code, 1960 Supplement 15.2246 as amended by 
Chapter 77, 1963. 
effort of the district. In the example on page 10, this amount is 
shown in the income as part of the 30 mill levy and becomes a portion 
of the excess; thus, it effects a second credit which is not offset 
by a receipt. 
Reiterating what has been pointed out should help clarify this 
point. Common districts receive a credit from the county high school 
tuition fund levy, first, as a part of the cost and second, as a re­
duction to the income because it is considered as loca effort and 
becomes a part of the levy in excess of the qualifying fifteen mills. 
In the example shown on page 10, the credit is $3, 500 in the cost and 
$3, 500 included in the thirty mill effort of the district. 
15 
Two separate changes were made in the formula to determine th 
effect different proposals would have on the foundation program. In 
both instances changes were made in the existing computer programs and 
data cards used by the State Department of Public Instruction to compute 
and process the 1965-66 allocations. The cards were processed on an 
IBM 1620 computer and a new allocation was calculated for each district. 
In the first change, state ai� was computed giving the district 
a credit for the county high school tuition fund levy as a part of the 
cost, but an identical amount was shown as a receipt of the district 
which increased income. In this case, credit was still given for local 
effort. 
On a statewide basis, this change in the formula would reduce the 
amount of equalization support for common districts from $7, 722,991.74 
16 
to  $3, 613, 881. 03, a reduction of $4, 109, 1 10. 71. Prorating this reduc­
tion at 11. 55 percent shows that $464, 602 . 29 would be available for 
redistribution t o  all districts . 
Second, state aid was computed as above but districts were not 
given credit for county high school tuition fund levy as ocal tax 
effort. In effect the county high school tuition fund levy w s not 
included anywhere in the formula. 
This change would reduce equalization support to common districts 
on a statewide basis from $7, 722,9�1�74 to $596, 924. 48 for a red ctio 
of $7, 126,066. 92. Prorating this reduction at 11. 55 percent shows tat 
$823,060. 73 would be available for redistribution to all districts. 
There are currently 274 common districts that do  not receive 
equalization support. By implementing the second change, �sing 1964- 65 
data, there would be 856 common districts that would not receiv 
equalization support. 
Tables I and II on pages 17-21 show the amount of actual 
equalization receipts for common districts in each county, the amount 
counties would receive if these two �hanges were implemented, and the 
reduction of equalization support for each county. 
The C ost of the F oundation Program 
The basic portion of the cost of the foundation program for a 
district is the $7, 000 allowed for each classroom unit. Classroom 
units are based on average daily membership and remain relatively 
7 
TABLE I 
THE EFFECT OF REDUCING THE COUNTY HIGH SCHOOL TUITION FUND LEVY 
FROM THE COST OF THE FOUNDATION PROGRAM 
County Actual Equalization with Equalization 
Name Equalization for CHSTF Levy in Receipts Red ctio 
1965-66 and in the Cost 
Aurora $13,757. 88 $ 6,476. 84 $ 7,281. 04 
Beadle 30,937.48 14,745.20 16,192. 28 
Bennett 5,676.80 339 .. 88 5,336. 92 
Bon Homme 37,793.17 19,057. 37 1 8,735.80 
Brookings 31,068. 88 15,826.69 15,242. 19 
Brown 27,462.03 7,925. 41 19,536. 62 
Brule 180. 66 65. 90 114 .. 76 
Buffalo 2,163. 98 403. 64 1,760. 34 
Butte 1,883. 49 508. 96 1,374.53 
Campbell 4,949. 71  1,679. 79 3,269 92 
Charles Mix 34,067. 38 20,771. 07 13,296.31 
Clark 8,770. 63 4,759. 65 4,010. 98 
Clay 9,562. 04 2,258. 94 7,303. 0 
Codington 26,466. 99 12,802.19 13,664.80 
Corson 446. 72 88. 99 357.73 
Custer 3,065.81 1,239. 58 1,826. 23 
Davison 21,858. 33 11,890.87 9,967. 46 
Day 11,030. 07 6,234. 90 4,795. 17 
Deuel 22,203. 45 12,297. 02 9,906. 43 
Dewey 
Douglas 6,507. 53 3,482. 82 3,024.71 
Edmunds 4,349. 06 1,490. 24 2,858. 82 
Fall River 7,726. 93 3,385. 24 4,341. 69 
Faulk 13,191.18 5,530.39 7,660. 79 
Grant 16,816. 01 9,802.58 7,013. 43 
Gregory 34,493. 60 19,409.98 1 5,083. 62 
Haakon 145. 41 145.41 
Hamlin 5,667. 63 3,000. 70 2,666. 93 
Hand 27,682.64 13,472. 85 14,209. 79 
Hanson 10,367.65 4,544. 51 5,823.14 
Harding 
Hughes 3,10�. 96 1,689. 36 1,414.60 
Hutchinson 14,637. 65 5,003. 17 9,634. 48 
Hyde 6,902. 44 2,279. 22 4,623. 22 
Jackson 
18 
TABLE I. --(C ontinued) 
C ounty Actual Equalization with Equalization 
Name Equalization for CHSTF Levy in Receipts Reduction 
1965-66 and in the Cost 
Jerauld $15,907. 43 $ 6,884. 39 $ 9,023. 04 
Jones 
Kingsbury 13,354. 23 6,940. 85 6, 413. 38 
Lake 8,593. 08 4,131. 24 4 , 461. 84 
Lawrence 13,823. 53 8,050. 08 5,773. 45 
Lincoln 52,253. 39 20,922. 44 31,330 .. 95 
Lyman 8,219. 89 2,903. 99 5,315 .. 90 
McC ook 15,463.85 6,979. 04 8,484. 81 
McPherson 12,058.58 6,468. 56 5,590. 02 
Marshall 9,273. 13 5,671. 37 3 , 601. 76 
Meade 29,208. 80 12_, 752. 01 16,456.,79 
Mellette 293. 54 36. 62 256. 92 
Miner 5,847. 74 2,689. 21 3,158. 53 
Minnehaha 28,618. 83 8,086. 89 20 531. 94 
Moody 12,640. 85 3,969. 93 8 670 .. 92 
Pennington 59,089. 63 33,115. 74 25,973 .. 89 
Perkins 15,483. 29 6,633. 13 8,850. 16 
Potter 2,412. 29 1,559. 32 852 .. 97 
Roberts 11,272. 90 9,388. 82 1,884. 08 
Sanborn 4,354. �7 1,240. 05 3,114. 22 
Spink 920. 96 920. 96 
Stanley 93. 69 93.69 
Sully 2,280. 17 400. 57 1,879. SO 
Tripp 2,051.72 1,086. 38 965 .. 34 
Turner 30,024. 64 13,853. 02 16,17L62 
Union 39,186. 14 13,558. 26 25,627. 88 
Walworth 1,751. 81 361. 33 1,390 .. 48 
Yankton 49,787. 91 25,339. 59 24,448. 32 
Ziebach 2,802. 07 995. 52 1,806. 55 
TOTALS $892,005. 55 $417,403. 26 $474,602. 29 
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TABLE II 
THE EFFECT OF EXCLUDING THE COUNTY HIGH SCHOOL TUITION FUND LEVY 
FROM THE FOUNDATION PROGRAM 
County Actual Equalization Reduction 
Name Equalization for not using the 
1965-66 CHSTF Levy 
Aurora $13, 757 . 88 $ 724. 98 $13, 032.90 
Beadle 30, 937. 48 2,566.68 28, 370 80 
Bennett 5,676 . 80 5,676. 80 
Bon Homme 37, 793.17 161 . 14 37, 632.03 
Brookings 31,068.88 1, 164. 09 29, 904.79 
Brown 27,462.03 570.86 26, 891.17 
Brule 180 . 66 1.18 179.48 
Buffalo 2,163. 98 2,163. 98 
Butte 1,883.49 1,883.49 
Campbell 4, 949. 71 177.89 4, 771. 82 
Charles Mix 34,067. 38 6,580. 98 27,486. 40 
Clark 8, 770. 63 1, 454.32 7, 316.31 
Clay 9,562.04 9,562. 04 
Codington 26,466.99 865. 41 25, 601. 58 
Corson 446. 72 446.72 
Custer 3,065. 81 443. 69 2,622.12 
Davison 21,858.33 292. 19 21,566.14 
Day 11,030.07 1, 716.47 9, 313.60 
Deuel 22,203. 45 2,064.10 20,139. 35 
Dewey 
Douglas 6,507. 53 558.34 5, 949 .. 19 
Edmunds 4,349.06 89.36 4,259. 70 
Fall River 7,726. 93 144.70 7,582.23 
Faulk 13,191. 18 76.68 3,114.50 
Grant 16,816.01 2,175.48 14,640 . 53 
Gregory 34,493. 60 4, 376. 79 30, 116.81 
Haakon 145.41 145. 41 
Hamlin 5, 667.63 590.39 5,077.24 
Hand 27,682.64 2,065. 48 25, 617. 16 
Hanson 10,367.65 433. 08 9,934. 57 
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TABLE II. --(Continued) 
County Actual Equalization Reduction 
Name Equalization for not using the 
1965-66 CHSTF Levy 
Harding $ $ $ 
Hughes 3, 103. 96 879.67 2,224. 29 
Hutchinson 14, 637. 65 14, 637. 65 
Hyde 6, 902. 44 6, 902.44 
Jackson 
Jerauld 15,907. 43 15, 907.43 
Jones 
Kingsbury 13, 354. 23 1, 855. 64 1,498.59 
Lake 8, 593. 08 386.19 8, 206.89 
Lawrence 13,823. 53 2, 330.56 11, 492. 97 
Lincoln 52,253. 39 76.08 52, 177.31 
Lyman 8,219. 89 1, 240.03 6, 979.86 
McCook 15,463. 85 112. 31 15,351.54 
McPherson 12,058. 58 925. 96 11, 132. 62 
Marshall 9,273.13 2, 068. 86 7,204e27 
Meade 29,208. 80 3, 170. 18 26, 038 62 
Mellette 293.54 293. 54 
Miner 5, 847. 74 5, 847.74 
Minnehaha 28,618. 83 352. 82 28, 266.01 
Moody 12, 640. 85 170. 82 12,470. 03 
Pennington 59,089. 63 10, 994.18 48�095. 45 
Perkins 15, 483. 29 1, 313.60 14,169.69 
Potter 2,412.29 2, 412.29 
Roberts 11,272. 90 7, 127. 26 4, 145.64 
Sanborn 4, 354. 27 109. 34 4, 244.93 
Spink 920. 96 920. 96 
Stanley 93. 69 93. 69 
Sully 2,280. 17 2,280. 17 
Tripp 2,051. 72 78. 51 1, 973. 21 
Turner 30,024. 64 842. 62 29, 182.02 
County 
Name 
Union 
Walwo'rth 
Yankton 
Ziebach 
TOTALS 
TABLE II . --(Continued) 
Actual Equalization 
Equalization for not us ing the 
1965-66 CHSTf Levy 
$39,186.14 
l, 751 . 81 
49,787.91 4,694. 95 
2,802. 07 
$892,005. 55 $68,944. 82 
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Reduction 
$39,186.14 
1,751. 81 
45,092. 96 
2,802.07 
$823,060. 73 
.constant from year to year in most districts with the exception of· 
reorganized districts; thus, the computed cost for a district remains 
relatively stable from year to year. 
An examination of actual costs or general fund expenditures of 
a district presents another picture. It is common knowled e that 
inflation, better salary schedules, increased teaching qual.fications, 
and advanced technology are producing increased costs for education. 
South Dakota schools represent no exception. These increased costs 
are matched by increased receipts. This increase in receipts produces 
an increase in the income of the equalization f ormula for districts and 
decreases the equalization support in the same proportion that the 
receipts increase. In 1965, total general fund expenditures for all 
districts showed an increase of six percent over 1964. 3 Enrol lments 
3Merrill f. Coddington, South Dakota School Statistics 1964-65, 
South Dakota State Department of Public Instruction, Research Report 
45. 4, 1966, p. 2. 
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increased only one percent during this same period. As a part of this 
report , the general fund expenditures and average daily membership 
of all independent districts were examined ; it was found that 136 
independent districts showed an increase of more than five percent 
in actual receipts , but only 62 districts showed an average daily 
membership increase greater than five percent. 
At the time the $7 ,000 figure was established, the aver ge cost 
per classroom unit was approximately $7 ,000. Actual costs per class­
room unit for school districts are increasing at a rate of about f"ve 
percent per year and during the 1964-65 school year ranged from a ow 
of $5 , 625 to a high of $18 , 766 averaging $8 , 459.4 Thus the projected 
average cost per classroom unit will be approximately $9 , 200 in 1966-
67. This figure represents all expenditures and includes approxima·· l y  
ten percent federal source receipts , which are not a part of the incom 
of the foundation program. 
Teachers' salaries are the largest single item of expenditure 
for a school district. This expenditure is boosting costs at a rap · d  
rate because of increased staffing requirements and also beca se of 
increased education needs of the classroom teacher.· In the 1968-69 
school year , all elementary teachers must have a fo r ye r degree.5 
This requirement will not apply to teachers who remain in the same 
4Ibid. 
5secondary School Standards , Bulletin 21C , Pol i cies Minimu� 
Standards Regu l ations , State of South Dak�ta , Department of Public 
Instruction , Pierre , South Dakota, p. 20. 
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school system they are teaching in prior to 1968. 6 This req irem nt 
alone will have a significant influence on the cost of education and 
will probably increase expenditures at a faste r rate. In 1965-66, 
South Dakota had 1 ,6 16  non-degree elementary teachers in indepe dent 
districts. The average salary of the elementary teacher w · th degr 
was $5, 506 as compared with $3,983 for the non-degree teacher in the 
e lementary grades.7 Assuming that non-degree teachers, upon receivi g 
a degree, are to receive the same average salary as degree teac ers 
re ceive now, and multiplying the ditference in salaries by the n rnber 
of non-degree teachers, a total of approximately $2,500, 000 will be 
required to make up the difference. Because of the "Grandmother" 
clause, this increase will be spread over a period of years but will 
show some impact on education c osts. 
There  are 5, 424 classroom units7 and 1,082 one-teacher  r ral 
schools that participate in equalization support. Increasing the 
classroom unit cost from $7, 000 to $8,000 and the cost for a one­
teacher rural school from $5,250 to $6,000 should increase · the 
equalization program by approximatel� $6,135,200, but increasing the 
cost would tend to increase the number of districts that receive 
equalization support. 
6south Dakota Certification Requirements, Department o f  Publ · c 
Instruction, Pierre, South Dakota, 1965, p. 2. 
7Arthur K. Shaver, Pertinent Information on Teac hers in South 
Dakota, A special report of data from the Annual Accreditment Reports, 
South Dakota State Department of Public Instruction, Pierre, South 
Dakota, May 1966. 
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In order to determine the total effec ts of increasing the cost, 
a separate study was comple ted. The resul ts are inc luded with another 
formula change and are presented on pages 39 and 40. 
Federal Source Receipts 
· In 1 965, the National Congress passed the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Ac t of 1965. Sec�ion 207 { c ) ( l ) of the Ac t states thatB 
No payments shal l be made under this title for any fiscal 
year to a State which has taken into consideration payments 
under this title in determining the el igibility of any local  
educational agency in that State for State Aid, or the amount 
of that aid, with respect to the free public education of 
children during that year or the preceding fiscal year. 
As a resul t of this restriction and a similar restriction rel ating 
federal receipts for deficit spending under 3 ( c ) (4)  Title I, Publ ic 
Law 81-874, the 1965 Legisl ature passed the fol l owing legisl a tion : 9 
Chapter 64, Session Laws of 1 965. An Act Providing Tha t 
State Aid to a School District Shall  Not Be Reduced Because 
of Any Federal Aid, Grant or Matching Funds Such School 
Di.stric t May Have Received or Be Eligible or Receive. ---Not­
withstanding the provisions of SDC 1960 Supplement 15. 2246, 
as amended, state aid to a school distric t may have received 
or be eligible to receive. 
This provision restricts al l f�deral source re_ceipts from being 
considered as income when computing state support. School districts 
now receive money in the genera l  fund from federal sources for voca­
tional education, Indian education, national defense education, opera­
tion and maintenance federal affected areas, Taylor grazing, fores t re­
serve and in 1965 money from the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. 
8Public Law 89-10, 89th Congress, House of Representatives 
2362, 1965, P• 13. 
9chapter 64, South Dakota Session Laws of 1965. 
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To  properly analyze the effect of Chapter 64, 1965, an example 
using both methods is presented. Assume a dis trict with 20 c ssro om 
units giving a cos t  value of $1 40,000. Total revenue and transfer 
receipts will be assumed to equal $130,000, . which includes $20,000 of 
federal s ource receipts under Title I, Public L w 81-10, 874, a. d 
$3,000 receipts under the National Defense Education Act of 1958. or 
s implicity of the example, assume no excess of tax levy over the qu i­
fying levy. Prior t o  the provis i on o f  Chapter 64, 1965, the f ormu a 
and data for this example would be a� f ollows: 
Equalization Support equals C os t  minus Income 
equals $140,000 minus $ 130,000 
equals $ 1 0,000 prorated at . 1 1 eq als $ ,1 00 
Under the current formula where federal s ource receipts are not  
included as income, the formula and data for this example would be  s 
follows: 
Equali zat i on Support equals C ost minus Income 
equal s  $140,000 minus $1 07,000 
equals $ 33,000 prorated at . 1 1 e uals $ ,630 
As this example points out, the difference in equalization support 
is exactly the amount of federal s ou�ce receipts prorated at  1 1  per­
cent. This result can be expected in all instances, except where a 
dis trict otherwise would not  have received equalizati on supp ort .  
An examination of  the annual reports on  file in the Department of  
Public Ins truction showed that in 1 964-65, 469 dis tricts received . s ome 
type of federal aid into  the general fund amounting t o  a t o tal of 
$3,854,578. 70. Eighty dis tricts received funds  under Public Law 874, 
Federally Affected Areas. 
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Further study showed that . the state aid for 317 districts was 
increased as a res.ult of Chapter 64, 1965 . Because of the numb r of 
districts invol ved, two tables are established. Table I II on pages 27-
30, shows data for all districts that received federal a · d  in 1964-65 
only if the equalization support payment would be reduced by more th n 
$100 by striking Chapter 64, Session Laws 1965 from the law. Tabl e  IV 
on pages 31-32 shows data for all districts that received money from 
Public Law 874 and whose equalization aid would be affected by it. ne 
first column of Tables I II  and IV shows the actual equalization suppor t  
payment the district received in 1966. The second column of T b  es I I I  
and IV shows the amount the district would have received had federal 
source receipts been included as a part of the income and the last 
column shows the reduction in the equalization support payment. Thi s 
approach enables one to analyze the effect federal source rec ipts 
have on specific districts. 
Upon examination of the purpose of each type of federal 
assistance, three distinguishing types of federal aid are bro ght 
forward. 
Type I. Federal funds are received by the district for a specific 
and designated purpose and cannot be used for any other pr�posal . F n s 
received under the National Defense Education Act, Smith Hughes Act, 
Vocational Education Act of 1963, and Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 are examples of this type of receipt. 
Type II. Federal funds received by the district become a part of 
the resources of the district and may be used by the district for the 
D istrict 
Aberdeen 
Agar 
Agency(Robts) 
Armour 
Belle Fourche 
Beresford 
Big Stone C ity 
Blunt 
Bonestee l 
Boulder Park 
Bowdle 
Bridgewater 
Bristol 
Britton 
Brook ings 
Browns Val ley 
Bryant 
Burke 
Canton 
Cdr Vly ( Lyman ) 
Chamber lain 
Clark 
Cleghorn (Penn ) 
Colton 
Com #3 ( Bennt ) 
Com #5 ( Bennt) 
Custer 
Desmet 
De adwood 
Del l Rapids 
TABLE III 
THE EFFECT OF I NCLUDING FEDERAL FUNDS 
AS A PART OF THE INCOME 
Actual Prorated Prorated Equalization 
Equalization Support Including all 
for 1965-66 Federal Funds 
$54 ,926. 19  $51 , 452. 81 
1,346. 76 1, 170. 72 
1, 1 64. 35 995. 53 
152. 80 47. 31 
14 , 621. 59 12 , 824. 63 
2 , 612. 03 2 , 232. 44 
3 , 628. 86 3 , 494. 39 
4 ,703. 69 4 ,443. 6 1  
1,726. 28 1 , 622. 75 
1,002. 88 779. 82 
514 . 28 404. 01 
601. 87 240. 59 
1,363 . 09 1, 112. 56 
106. 88 
31, 429. 28 30 ,823. 92 
2 ,860. 61 2 , 415. 51 
774. 34 637. 17 
3,537. 00 3 ,229. 1 1 
710. 45 
713. 69 585. 98 
13, 548. 53 7, 710. 68 
2,813. 18 2,074. 82 
4, 142. 94 3, 899. 48 
1 ,031. 48 671. 98 
1, 055. 51 593. 03 
1 , 133. 56 1 , 031. 73 
6 , 650. 37 4 , 685. 96 
2 , 014. 56 l·, 668. 38 
20,307. 60 19 , 931. 16 
682. 50 546. 75 
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Pr orated 
Reduct ion in  
Equalization 
Su ort 
$ 3 , 473 . 38 
176 . 04 
1 68.82 
105. 49 
1 , 796. 96 
379 . 59 
134 . 47 
260. 08 
103 . 53 
223. 06 
1 10. 27 
361 .28 
250. 53 
106. 88 
605 . 36 
445 . 10 
1 37. 17 
307. 89 
710 . 45 
127. 71 
5 ,837. 85 
738. 36 
243. 46 
359. 50 
462. 48 
1 01.  83 
1 ,964. 41 
346. 18 
376. 44 
1 35 . 75 
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TABLE I II.--(Continued) 
Actual Prorated Prorated Equalization Pr orated 
District E qualization Support Including all Reduction in  
for 1965-66 Federal Funds Equalizati on 
Sup ort 
Douglas $92, 343. 64 $ $92, 343. 64 
Dupree· Ind. 2, 808. 72 1, 848. 66 960. 06 
Edgemont 7, 744 . 44 4, 689. 51 3, 054. 93 
Elkton 1 ,121. 46 992. 61 128. 85 
Flandreau 3, 689. 51 3, 689. 5 
Florence 868. 91 759. 64 _09. 27 
Fort Pierre 8, 057. 72 7, 508. 46 549. 26 
Ga·rretson 883. 62 248. 39 635 . 23 
Gettysburg 6, 502. 33 3, 908. 67 2, 593. 66 
Hamd. (Tripp ) 363. 97. 156 � 07 207. 90 
Hazel 2,259. 46 2,259. �6 
Herreid 2,977. 85 2, 852. 86 124. 99 
Herrick(Greg) 2,940 . 89 2,940 . 89 
Highmore 3,440.10 2, 440. 27 999. 83 
Hill City 4,466. 88 2, 445. 98 2, 020. 90 
H osmer 1,702. 86 1, 537 . 80 1 65 . 06 
Hot Springs 24,218. 20 14, 620 . 04 9, 598. 16 
Hoven 589. 03 278. 95 310. 08 
Hudson 2,1 63. 33 1,971. 18 192. _5 
Huron 54,248. 22 52,705 . 11 1, 543 . 1 
Interior 1, 782. 96 645. 48 1, 137 . 48 
Isabel 2,443. 38 1,997 . 13 446. 25 
... Jo Crk(Hughes) 923. 46 699. 56 223. 90 
Keston(Penn ) 2, 665. 64 2, 203. 53 462. 1 
· Lake Andes 5, 680. 34 3,953. 00 1, 727. 34 
Lake Preston 137. 51 1 37. 5 
Lake Central 17, 1 06. 67 16, 227. 68 878. 99 
Lar oche(Chr Mx) 1, 847. 64 1, 739. 78 107. 86 
Lead 13 , 484 . 31 12, 812. 09 672. 22 
Lemmon 3, 766. 30 3, 056. 09 710. 2 
Lennox 2,137. 91 1,704. 03 433. 88 
L ong Holl Twp 145. 96 1 45 . 96 
Lower Brule 1,21 5. 43 787. 92 427. 51 
Marion Ind 4, 063 . 51 3, 699. 68 363. 83 
Mart #2(Bennt ) 3 , 487 . 73 3, 487. 73 
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TABLE II I. -- (Continued ) 
Actual Prorated Prorated Equalization Pr or ated 
District Equal ization Support Including all Reduction in 
for 1965-66 Federal Funds Equal i zation 
Support 
Milbank $ 6, 261. 88 $ 5, 884.48 $ 377. 40 
Miller 6, 258. 50 6, 128 . 46 130 . 04 
Mitchell 23, 144. 29 20, 11 7. 71 3, 026. 58 
Mobridge 16, 248. 31 15, 446. 72 801 .59 
Nemo(Lawrence) 498. 05 341. 75 56. 30 
New Effington 2,619. 18 .  2,394.77 224. 41 
Newell 1,536. 89 216. 69 1 , 320. 20 
· Or a 1 ( Fa 1 1  Riv ) 2,678. 18 2 ,295. 03 383 .  5 
Pards Vly (Hugh ) 260. 12 10. 62 249. 50 
Peever 2, 325. 31  1 ,302. 27 1 , 023. 04 
Phill ip 5,836. 51 5,519. 33 317. 18 
Picks town 6,505. 16  897. 68 5, 607. 48 
P ierre 32, 774. 49 23, 916. 83 8, 857. 66 
Pringle (Cus tr )  1, 138. 29 1,034. 50 103. 79 
R apid City 1 32,842. 60 100,836. 64 32,005. 96 
Rapid Val ley 1 1, 714. 66 10, 842. 40 872. 26 
Ravinia 2,308. 51  723 . 60 1 , 584. 91 
Redfield 3,738. 09 3,271. 09 467. 00 
Reliance 1,291. 26 1 , 291 . 26 
Roscoe 2,401. 77 2, 193. 66 208. 1 1  
Roslyn 2, 953. 78 2, 649.99 303. 79 
Scenic( Penn ) 3, 120. 73 2,959. 75 1 60. 98 
Selby 2,018. 57 1,901. 65 1 16 .  92 
Sioux Valley 2,258. 71 1 , 981. 28 277.43 
Sioux Fal ls 150, 147. 25 141, 162. 16 8, 985. 09 
Sisseton 12, 875 . 71 6, 926. 21  5,949. 50 
Spear£ ish 17, 321. 71 15, 672. 28 1, 649. �3 
Spr Grov( Robt) 297. 32 54. 85 242. 47 
St Lawren (Hand ) 643. 73 460. 44 183. 29 
Sturgis 1 6, 488. 20 5, 311. 32 1 1, 176. 88 
Vermillion 8,284.77 8, 1 1 7. 89 1 66. 88 
Victory (Buff ) 491. 97 191 .. 58 300 .. 39 
Wagner 3,867. 67 2, 058. 71 1 , 808. 96 
Wahe#8l (Chr Mx )  392. 53 233. 86 158. 67 
Wahe#83 (Chr Mx )  2, 1 14. 90 2, 11 4. 90 
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TABLE r r r. - - (Continued ) 
Actual  Prorated Pror ated Equal ization Prorated 
District Equalization Support I ncluding all Reduction i n  
for 1965-66 Federal Funds Equal ization 
u oo:rt 
Wall $ 2,601. 10  $ 2,297. 58 $ 303.52 
Watertown 43,11 3. 84 42,710. 57 403. 27 
Waubay 2,722. 79 2,039.40 683. 39 
Webster 3,135. 77 2,656. 93 478. 84 
Wess Springs 3,332. 96 2,997. 85 335. _ l  
White River 2,268. 52 2,268.52 
· Winner 11,247.35 10,682. 12 565.23 
Wood 1 ,698. 05 1,281 . 00 417 .. 05 
Woonsocket 2,186. 54 1,778. 56 407. 98 
Yankton 17,337. 50 16,857. 52 479 . 98 
Other * 231,527. 36 227,706.80 3,820. 56 
TOTALS $1,272,988. 42 $1,013,881. 53 $259,106. 89 
* Includes 207 districts that received federal money but �hose 
r·eduction in state a id would be less than $100 . 00.  
TABLE IV 
THE EFFECT OF INCLUDING PUBLIC LAW 874, 3(c ) ( l ) 
FUND AS A PART OF THE INCOME 
Distr ict 
Belle Fourche 
Bl unt 
Boulder Park 
Browns Valley 
Chamberlain 
Cleghorn (Penn ) 
Com #3 ( Bennt ) 
Custer 
Dougl as 
Flandreau 
Gettysburg 
Harr old 
Hill City 
Hot Springs 
Keystone 
Lake Andes 
Letcher 
Martin ( Comm ) 
Newell 
Oral 
Philip 
P ickstown 
P iedmont 
Pierre 
Rapid C ity 
Rapid Valley 
Ravinia  
Reliance 
Spearfish 
Sisseton 
Actual Prorated 
Equaliz ation 
Support 
$14,621. 59 
4, 703. 69 
1,002. 88 
2,860. 61 
13, 548. 53 
4, 142.94 
1 , 055 . 51 
6,650. 37 
92,343 . 64 
3,689. 51 
6,502. 33 
239. 49 
4,466. 88 
24,218. 20 
2,665. 64 
5,680. 34 
1,746. 52 
3,487. 73 
1,536. 89 
2,678. 18 
5,836. 51 
6,505. 16 
2,934. 93 
32,774. 49 
1 32,842.60 
1 1,714. 66 
2,308. 51 
1,291. 26 
1 7,321. 71  
12,875. 7 1  
Prorated Equa l ization 
Including Public Law 
874, 3 ( c ) ( l )  i n  Income 
$1 3,014. 81 
4,499. 38 
819. 85 
2,540. 56 
8,946. 63 
3,905 . 32 
593. 03 
5, 058. 15 
936. 00 
4,061. 60 
211 . 64 
2,636.08 
15,924. 91 
2,220. 00 
4, 868. 51 
1,692. 74 
654. 79 
51 3. 48 
2,295. 44 
5,696. 88 
917. 75 
2,887.86 
24 ,167. 49 
102,318.51 
10,842. 40 
1,192 . 28 
578. 40 
16,061. 43 
1 1,120. 60 
3 1  
Prorated 
Reduction in 
Equalization 
Su ort 
$ 1,606 . 78 
204. 31  
183.03 
320. 05 
4, 601. 90 
237. 62 
462. �8 
1,592.22 
92,343. 64 
2,753 . 51 
2,440. 73 
27. 85 
1,830. 80 
8,293. 29 
445.64 
811. 83 
53 - 3  
2 , 832. 94 
1 ,023. 41 
382.74 
139. 63 
5,587. 41 
47. 07 
8,607. 00 
30,524. 09 
872 . 26 
1 ,1 1 9. 23 
7 12. 86 
. 1,260. 28 
1,755. 1 1 
District 
St. Charles 
Sturgis 
Victory 
Wagner 
Wahehe 
Wal l 
Wess Springs 
White R iver 
Wood 
TOTALS 
TABLE I V . -- ( Continued ) 
Actual Prorated 
Equal i zation 
Suppcrt 
$ 2,940. 89 
16,488.20 
491.97 
3,867. 67 
2,1 14. 90 
2,601.10 
3,332. 96 
2,268. 52 
1,698. 05 
$460,05 1. 27 
Prorated Equal tzation 
Inc luding Public Law 
874, 3 (c ) ( l ) in Income 
$ 783 . 90 
6,669. 32 
21 7 . 3 1  
2,980 . 86 
2,297. 58 
3, 263. 09 
1,281 . 00 
$268,669. 58 
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Prorated 
Reduc t ion in 
Equaliza tion 
npoTt 
S 2, 156 . 99 
9,818 . 88 
274 . 66 
886 . 81 
2,1 14.90 
303. 52 
69. 87 
2,268. 52 
4 17. 05 
$ 1 91,381. 69 
same purpose as state and local funds. Funds rec eived under 3 ( c ) ( l ), 
Title I of  Public Law 81-874, fal l in this category . 
Type I I I .  Funds received from the Federal Governmen t  carry a 
specifi c  restriction that State support cannot be reduced because of 
the receipt of  the Federal funds. Funds received unde r  3 ( c ) ( 4 )  and 
4 (a), Title I of  Public L aw• 81-874, and the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965, fall under thi s  category . 
It  is assumed that any restriction that would put federal support 
to a d istrict or state in jeopardy should not be a part of a foundati on 
formula. Under the present statutes, speci fically Chapter 64, Session 
Laws 1965, state fund s · are not reduced because of federal support. 
This provision must be le ft intact for feder al funds re ferred to 
above in Type II I .  
Federal fund s referred to above in Type I and Type II  carry no 
federal restriction, thus could be incorporated into the found tion 
program in a manner which is consistent with providing minimum 
educational opportunity for all children based on need and e f fort o f  
individual districts . 
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Type II  fund s become a part of the local re sources of  the 
districts. If it were not for the federal e ffort extended under 3 (c )  
(1), Title I, of  Public Law 874, the local district would b requ ired 
to make an e quivalent tax e f fort to provide education for the children 
of the district . 
Formul a A below provide s  a method whereby federal fund s are 
considered as a local e f fort ; thus, the district is given cred it for 
need and e f fort based on the se  fund s. This formul a adjusts the a s se s sed 
valuation of the district to a new as ses sed valuation. This new · 
valuation is an amount which when multiplied by the present mil l levy 
would raise fund s e qual to the federal funds under Publ ic Law 874 plus 
local source receipts. 
FORMULA - A: 
New As sessed Val uation = 
Actual Assessed Valuation 
GIVEN : 
P. L. 874 Funds + Actual District Levv 
Actual District Levy 
1. A ctual Assessed Valuation = $ 1 � 061, 312 
2. Actual District ievy in doll ars = $39,269.00 
3. 3 (c) (l) P. L. 874 Funds = $846,986.00 
SOLUTION: 
New Assessed Valuation = ( 1 . 061 ,312) (846,986. 00 + 39,269.00)  
39 , 269. 00 
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Incorporating the new valuation int o the minimum f ound ation 
program in pl ace of the actual assessed valuation will give the district 
credit for federal funds as local effort . Federal funds handled in 
this manner should be considered as a receipt of the district and 
included as a part of the income. 
The f ormula could be used f or both Type I and Type II funds. 
Table V shows the effect of this f ormula on all independent districts 
which received federal funds under 3(c)(l), Title I, Public Law 874 
and equalization aid. The first column shows the equalization support 
received in 1965-66, the second column shows the amount the district 
would receive - under this f ormula, and the third column shows the re­
duction. An amendment to the existing law is necess ary if _the above 
f ormula is to be- incorporated into the foundation program. The 
amendment should be specific as to what federal funds are to be con­
sidered local effort. 
Tuiti on Receipts 
If adjustments are made f or districts receiving federal money 
under Public Law 874, another question arises. Should due consideration 
be given to districts with tuition · students ? The analogy assumes that 
districts receive tuition payment� f or non-resident children simil ar to  
Public Law 874 payments. 
District 
Bell e Fourche 
Blunt 
Browns Valley 
Chamber.lain 
Custer 
Douglas 
F landreau 
Gettysburg 
Highmore 
Hill City 
Hot Springs 
Lake Andes 
Newell 
Phillip 
Pickstown 
Pierre 
Rapid City 
Ravinia 
Reliance 
Sisseton 
Spearfish 
Sturgis 
Wagner 
Wall 
Wess Springs 
White River 
Wood 
TOTALS 
TABLE V 
THE EFFECT OF I NCLUDING PROPOSED FORMULA-A 
IN THE FOUNDATION PROBLEM 
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Actual Prorated Pr orated Pr orated Reduction 
Equalizati on Equalization Support Equalization 
Support Us ing Formula-A Support 
$14,621. 59 $13 , 834. 23 $ 787.36 
4,703 . 69 4,640. 54 63 . 15 
2,860 . 61 2,754. 37 106 . 24 
1 3,548. 53 1 1,61 3. 48 1,935. 05 
6,650 . 37 5,746 . 93 903. 44 
92,343 . 64 43,015 . 33 49,328 . 31 
3,689 . 51  2,372 . 97 1,316 .. 54 
6,502 . 33 4 �7  2 . 59 1,789 . 74 
3,440.10 2 , 882 . 17 · 557 . 93 
4,466 . 88 3 , 613 . 29 853.59 
24,218 . 20 19,926. 76 4,291. 44 
5,680. 34 5,546 . 29 1 34.05 
1,536 . 89 829.53 707 ., 36 
5,836. 51 5,753. 66 82 . 85 
6,505. 16 4,724 . 24 1,780 . 92 
32,774.49 29,1 74 . 17 3,600.32 
132,842 . 60 127,360 . 70 5,481. 90 
2,308. 5 t  1,656. 56 651 . 95 
1,291. 26 929. 25 362 . 01 
12,875 . 71 12,197. 83 677 . 88 
17,321. 71 16,645. 73 675 . 98 
16,488. 20 10,572 . 85 5,915. 35 
3,867. 67 3,533.03 334 .. 64 
2,601. 10 2,392 . 93 208.1 7  
3,332 . 96 3,307. 33 25 � 63 
2,268. 52 2,268.52 
1,698 . 05 1,435 . 30 262 . 75 
$426,275 . 13 $341,172. 06 $85,103.07 
I f  the analogy is sound , a discrepancy in the two payments 
should be po inted out. Districts receive Public Law 874 , 3(c ) ( l) 
payments equal to  the state local contribution rate which in 1964-65 
was $330. 38 , but districts receiving tuition payments receive $551 . 00 
for high schoo l  tuition students and $40�. 70 f or elementary t it: on 
students . These figures are based on 1964-65 tuition rates f or a 190 
day school term and include the twenty-f ive cent charge for use o f  
facilities. 
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T o  equalize the two types o f  receipts an other f ormula , F ormula B ,  
is proposed. Formula B gives all districts credit f or tuition and 
federally af fected children up to an amount equal to the per child tax 
contribution of  the district. The amount o f  tax effort per resident 
child is multiplied by the number o f  tuition and federall y  a f fected 
children in the district. This dol lar amount is divided by the mill 
levy o f  the district to determine the additional assessed valuation that 
w ould be necessary if tuition and federal funds were to be provided as 
local ef fort. In some instances , the tax effort per resident child is 
lower than the actual am ount per child received from tuition or federal 
source receipts , but it could be higher . In either case , the credit 
given under this formula is directly proportional to the local tax 
ef f ort o f  each district . This credit is an amount equal to the 
difference between the tax rate per resident child multiplied by tuition 
and federal students, and the additional assessed valuation adjusted to 
state average multiplied by 15 mills. 
37 
To present Formula B in a more understanding manner it is br oken 
into the following steps: 
1 .  The actual tax receipts of the district are divided by the 
number of resid ent children of the district to determine a tax rate per 
resident child. 
2. The tax rate per resident child is multiplied by the number 
of federally affected and tuition students to get the effort for 
tuition and federall y affected students. 
3. The effort for these students is divided by the mil l l evy o 
the district to determine the add itional assessed valuation which wo ld 
be . required to raise money equivalent to the amount determined as effort 
from these students. 
4 .  The additional assessed valuation is adjusted to state 
average by multiplying it by the sales ratio factor. 
5. This adjusted valuation is multiplied by 15 mills to obtai 
a qualifying levy. The difference between the effort determined in 
Step 2, and the qualifying levy is the amount of credit a district 
receives. 
A study was conducted to determine what e ffects the inclusion of 
Formula B would have on the statewide equalization program and the 
effect on individual districts. The study considered all elementary 
and secondary tuition students and all federally affected children . 
identified by Public Law 874 as · 3(a ) and ½(3 )(b ) children . The study 
was based on 196��65 reports. 
Using this formula and including payments for Public . Law 874 as 
revenue source receipts (i. e., striking the restriction of Chapter 64, 
38 
Ses s i on Laws of 1965 except for federal fund s identified as Type I tl on 
page 33) it was found that fifteen independent districts woul d have· 
les s  state aid than the actual payment to that district for the 1965-66 
school year . These districts and the reduction in payments t o  them 
are shown in Table V I . In no  instance is the reduction greater than 
the reducti on which woul d result if federal fund s under Public Law 874 
3(c ) ( l )  were considered as revenue s ource receipts. 
TABLE VI 
REDUCT IONS I N  STATE AID  AS A RESULT 
OF APPLYING FORMULA B 
D i s trict 
Belle  F ourche 
Chamberlain 
Custer 
Douglas 
Flandreau 
Gettysburg 
Hot Springs 
Pickstown 
Pierre 
Rapid  City 
Ravinia 
Spear fish 
Sturgis 
Whi te River 
Wood 
TOTAL 
Reduction 
$ 753.51 
457 . 79 
1 , 159 . 46 
91,946 . 08 
1,269 . 96 
568.08 
6, 760 . 25 
4,536 . 80 
939 . 12 
8, 718 .. 47 
645.90 
1 ,253 . 72 
4, 571. 51 
2,268. 52 
95 . 33 
$125, 944. 50 
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A Poss ib l e  Sol ution 
Three maj or factors in the equalizat ion f oymula were presented  i .  
this chapter. What seems neces sary at  this point i s  to combine these 
factors and present the compar at ive effects of certain cha nges in the 
foundation program .summary form. Another study was conducted to accom­
plish this . The study was compl eted only f or independent distric s .  It 
prov ided for adjus tments in the cost of the foundation pr ogram, federal 
source receipts and tuition students as outlined  below: 
1. The $7,000- cost  per clas sro om unit was increased to $8,000. 
This change increased entitlem nts f or independent districts 
$5,766, 880. 00 before proration. 
2. Federal source receipts  identi fied as Type II on page 33 were 
treated as other revenue receipts. This reduced the equal ization 
entitlement $1,379,535. 30. Type I receipts were not included in the 
study but would further decrease equalization payments by an estimated 
$586 ,365. 37. 
3. Credit was given for non-resident elementary and sec ondary 
tuition paying students and children identi fied as federally  affected 
under Public Law 874, 3(c ) (l).  The formula f or giving t is credit is 
pre sented on page 38. This change increased entitlements $2,014,696.24. 
Table VII  identi fies each independent distr ict and shows the 
increase each district would receive, based on 1965-66 payments and 
the proration f igure of . 1155, if the three above changes were made in 
the law. For distr i cts receiving funds under Publ ic L w 874, this 
increase is an add iti on to  the amount shown in column II, Table IV, on 
page 31 and 32. 
In order to of fset the increases in payments given d istr icts 
as shown in Table VII, no credit was given for the county hig school 
_tuition fund levy. Table II  on pages 19-2 shows the decreases in 
county a l lotment resulting from such a change . 
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The net result on a statewide basis is shown in s mmary form 
below. A plus (+) indicates an increase in the cost of the fo nd ation 
program, a minus (-) indicates a decrease .  
1. 
2 .  
3. 
4 .  
Increasing the cost $1,000 
Type I and II Receipts included 
+ $5,766, 880 . 00 
- $1,956 , 900 . 67 
Credit for tuition and P . L . 874 Students+ $2,0�4,696 . 24 
No credit for County High School - $7,126 , 066 . 94 
- $1,301 , 39 37 
The fact that the net result is negative indicates that state 
aid payments would be prorated at a l arger fig re , g iving d istricts 
even more money. 
Giving partial credit for the county high school tuition levy 
( see page 16) and substituting $4,109,11071 under item 4 above g ives 
a net plus result of $ 1,715,564. 86, which would reduce the prorati on 
figure for equal ization aid . 
TABLE VII 
THE EFFECTS OF INCLUDI NG FORMULA - B 
AND INCREASING THE COST OF THE FOUNDATION PROGRAM 
Dis trict 
Aberdeen 
Agar 
Alexandria 
Alpena 
And over 
Arlington 
Armour 
Artesion 
Astoria 
Avon 
Bancr oft 
Bath 
Belle Fourche 
Belvidere 
Beres f ord 
Big Stone C i ty 
Bis on 
Blunt 
Bones teel 
Bowdle 
Br adley 
Brentford 
Bridgewater 
Bris tol 
Britton 
Br ookings 
Br owns V alley 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Buffal o 
Increase Using Tuiti on 
and Federal Students, 
Cost @ $8, 000 and 
Pror ated @ . 1 1 55 
$30,530.97 
2, 268 . 92 
5, 670. 1 2  
4, 150.98 
739 . 94 
4, 190 . 00 
3,623.02 
2 , 231 . 67 
2, 527 . 54 
1, 895 . 70 
2,051. 16 
7,780 . 46 
438. 88 
6, 341 . 52 
1,695. 27 
538. 81 
1,499.24 
1, 848. 14 
2, 141. 68 
-1, 995 . 60 
987. 64 
2 , 354 . 34 
2,783.83 
7, 179. 11 
14, 075. 93 
2,745. 23 
1,988 . 10 
4, 509. 50· 
1, 872.41 
Prora ed I ner  ase 
Us ing Formul a-B, 
W ith out Cos t  Increase 
$ 3,734. 96 
1 , 375. 06 
3, 827. 78 
2, 834. 97 
243. 29 
1 , 635 . 72 
1,769 . 9 3  
1, 049.18 
1 , 426. 35 
509.70 
1, 171 .74 
35. 33 
853. 27 
7 1 .90 
3, 071 . 71 
572 . 26 
356 . 83 
458. 56 
439. 66 
1·, 1 1 1 . 08 
4, 653 . 88 
918 . 73 
4 , 31 4.47 
1 ,759. 1 2  
1 , 64L 51 
1 , 090. 25 
3 , 189. 56 
514. 12 
District 
Burke 
Canistota 
Canova 
Canton 
Carthage 
Castlewood 
Centerville 
Chambe rlain 
Chancellor 
Chester 
Clairmont 
Clark 
Clear Lake 
Colman 
Colome 
Colton 
Columbia 
Conde 
Corona 
Corsica 
Cresbard 
Custer 
De Smet 
Deadwood 
Dell Rapids 
Delmont 
Douglas 
Draper 
Dupree 
Edgemont 
TABLE VI  I .  - -(Continued ) 
Increase Using Tuition · 
and Federal Student s, 
Cost © $8, 000 and 
Prorated @ . 1 155 
$ 3, 723 . 44 
683. 46 
2,790 . 81 
8, 475 . 21  
2,072. 42 
2,647. 1 1  
4, 420 . 84 
4,907 . 06 
1 , 652. 54 
3 , 128 . 17 
1 , 597 . 66 
5,033 . 45 
7,624.00 
1, 726 . 57 
1, 765 . 16 
3,077 .53 
1, 736.56 
653 . 10 
2,685. 59 
3,540 . 68 
1,41 1 . 19 
4,4;32 . 19 
5,955 . 36 
5, 716 . 97 
6, 022. 32 
3, 324 . 10 
15,917 . 89 
1, 719. 92 
1, 726 . 62 
1, 947. 50 
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Prorated Increase 
Using Formula-B, 
Without Cost Increase 
$ 1 ,682 . 09 
1 , 866 . 81 
3,970 . 70 
723 . 03 
683.61 
2, 406.98 
-457 . 79 
875. 45 
1 ,770 . 23 
81 1 . 44 
1 , 522 . 01 
5,068.91 
380. 18  
657 . 04 
1, 528 . 67 
861 . 29 
1,764 . 59 
2 , 159 . 30 
432. 76 
2,667 . 1 8 
647 . 44 
2, 441.59 
2, 407. 03 
-91, 936. 63 
818 . 67 
604. 65 
-1, 135 . 65 
District 
Edgerton 
· Eg an 
Elk Point 
Elkton 
Elvira 
Emery 
Erwin 
Ethan 
Eureka 
Fair fax 
Fai th 
Faulkton 
Fedora 
Flandreau 
Florence 
Forestburg 
Fort Pierre 
Franklin 
Frederick 
Garretson 
Gary 
Gayville 
Geddes 
Gettysburg 
Glenham 
Gr ant Deuel 
Gregory 
Harrisburg 
Harrold 
Hartford 
Hayti 
Hazel 
Henry 
Herreid 
Highmore 
TABLE  VII. -- ( Continued )  
Increa se Using Tuition 
�nd Federal Students, 
Cost @ $8,000 and 
Pror a ted @ . 1 1 55 
$ 2 , 459. 46 
3,285. 75 
4, 625. 43 
2,288. 47 
943. 60 
4, 440. 56 
1, 347. 65 
1, 520. 44 
3, 612. 58 
907. 25 
, 3, 664. 34 
3,918. 36 
3,271 . 59 
5,9 1 1 . 94 
2, 546. 58 
2,256. 97 
4, 607 . 17 
1, 482. 09 
1, 396. 11 
3, 621 . 38 
2, 758. 13 
1, 945. 99 
1, 5.89.06 
2, 896. 92 
1, 831. 36 
1 ,950. 63 
5, 149. 25 
3,355. 37 
2,365. 95 
3, 1 56. 30 
2,075. 12 
1,353.02 
2, 683 . 60 
2, 109. 50 
4, 024. 01 
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Prorated Increase 
Us ing Form 1 -B, 
Without C ost I ncre se 
$ 1,397. 44 
1, 389. 93 
2, 123. 46 
160. 37 
66. 50 
2,947. 49 
286. 78 
365. 44 
770. 12 
450 . 88 
1 ,971 . 1 1  
748. 69 
2,232. 08 
1, 483. 55 
1,281 . 68 
1, 154. 87 
538. 68 
668 . 85 
1, 527. 36 
1 , 053. 86 
356. 91 
..;. 568. 08 
1,042.61  
28. 36 
1, 661 . 72 
1 , 473. 76 
1,285.09 
1 ,077. 29 
751. 60 
51 . 22 
1 , 5 12. 09 
331. 84 
+11,,�27. 57 
Dis trict 
Hill C ity 
Hitchcock 
Hosmer 
H oven 
Hudson 
Humbol t  
Huron 
Interior 
Ipswich 
Irene 
Iroquois 
Isabel 
Java Ind 
Jefferson Ind 
Kadoka  
Kennebec 
Kidder 
Kimball 
Lake Andes 
Lake Central 
Lake Norden 
Lake Preston 
Lane 
Langford 
Lead 
Lemmon 
Lennox 
Leola 
Letcher 
Marion Ind 
Meckling 
Menno 
Midland 
Milbank 
Mil ler 
TABLE VI I . -- ( Continued ) 
Increase  Using Tuition 
and Federal Students, 
Cos t @ $8,000 and 
Pr orated @ . •  1 1 55 
$ 946. 56 
2,243. 09 
2,167. 21  
1,317. 50 
2,557 . 08 
1,572. 23 
22,-830. 39 
1,1 46. 52 
453. 91 
2,018. 49 
-2 , 890. 45 
1,581. 85 
1,404. 39 
2,340 . 41 
2,770. 29 
1,390. 36 
3,069. 12 
4,184.92 
3,015. 96 
8,688. 65 
4,276. 08 
5,382. 89 
1,-529. 90 
1,71 7. 23 
10,529. 51 
7 , 606. 88 
5,388.1 5  
3,833. 36 
2,789. 84 
2,870. 25 
1,938. 17 
514. 09 
1,631. 26 
8,567. 40 
·8,215. 53 
44 
Prorated I ncrease 
Using Form la-B, 
Without C os t  Incre ase 
$ -709. 36 
701 . 28 
403.63 
393. 49 
l ,39 L 6  
1 70. 74 
3,651 . 73 
387 .. 56 
515 0 84 
1,26 1 . 09 
451 . 62 
83 . 18  
1,165. 30 
" 983 .. 27 
518. 91 
2,244Q 79 
2,006. 70 
933. 26  
162. 78 
2,906 . 25 
3,064. 57 
535 . 90 
73 . 77 
973. 73 
4,011 . 71 
2, 509. 08 
1,861 . 31 
1,579. 86 
1,056. 20 
9-31. 24 
702. 98 
2,8 17. 23 
3',_ 925. 28 
District 
Mitchell 
Mobridge 
Montrose 
Mount Vernon 
Murdo 
New Effington 
New Underwood 
Newell 
Northville 
Oelrichs 
Oldham 
Onida 
Orland 
Parker 
Parkston 
Peever 
Phill ip 
Pickstown 
Pierpont 
Pierre 
Plankington 
Plano 
Platte 
Pollock 
Presho 
Ramona 
Rapid City 
Ravinia 
Redfield 
Reliance 
Roscoe 
Rosholt 
Roslyn 
Scotland 
TABLE VI I. -- ( Continued) 
I n crease Using Tuition 
and Federal Students, 
Cost @ $8,000 and 
Pror ated @ . 1 155 
$22,963. 52 
6,887. 16 
4,127. 43 
3,412. 99 
2,458. 27 
2,033 . 43 
1,270. 95 
4,003. 69 
2,352 . 55 
968. 46 
2,415. 47 
2,943 . 17 
1,338. 70 
3,609 . 34 
593.69 
1 , 718. 12 
4,076.81 
1,225. 84 
12,214. 72 
3,473 . 77 
2,306. 84 
3,140. 23 
994 . 85 
2,045. 36 
1,713. 1 1  
49,732. 04 
1,200. 08 
6 ,633. 06 
2,409 . 92 
2,063. 30 
2,681. 49 
4,457. 45 
1,844. 79 
Pror a ted I ncrease 
Using Formula-B, 
Without Cost In crease 
$ 8,216. 82 
647. 27 
2,163. 92 
1,795. 99 
750 .. 71 
31 1. 89 
2,370.63 
939 0 15 
1,054. 51  
320. 69 
700. 47 
-·---
970. 37 
1,264 . 27 
-4,536. 80 
261. 87 
-939 . 12 
1,708. 1 1  
1,362. 74 
1,623. 97 
536. 47 
507 .. 86 
- 8,7 8. 47 
470 .. 33 
769. 81 
1,480. 25 
293. 15  
504. 31 
2,838. 37 
District 
Selby 
Sioux Valley 
Sioux Falls 
Sisseton 
Spearfish 
Spencer 
Spri ngfield 
Stickney 
Strandburg 
Sturgis 
Surnmi t 
Tabor 
T oronto 
Trent 
Tripp 
Tulare 
Tyndall 
Vale 
Veblen 
Vermillion 
Viborg 
Vivian 
Volin 
Wagner 
Wakonda 
Wall 
Warner 
Watertown 
Waubay 
Waverly 
Webster 
Wessington 
Wess Springs 
Weston Amherst 
White Lake 
TABL E VII. -- ( Continued ) 
Increase Using Tuit i on 
and ' Federal Students, 
Cost @ $8, 000 and 
Prorated @ . 1 1 55 
$ 3,392. 71 
2,674. 52 
86 ,896. 71 
8,264. 60 
6,646 . 77 
1,306. 82 
3 , 4  7. 84 
2,598. 02 
2,580. 46 
4,91 1. 62 
2,127. 33 
2,737. 38 
3,182. 25 
1,604. 58 
3,720. 06 
452. 37 
3,588. 66 
1,674. 94 
3,380. 98 
9,905.47 
3,614. 09 
1,419. 35 
1,001.97 
4,580. 54 
3,200. 51 
2,254. 82 
1 840. 53 
26,532. 00 
4,595. 76 
2,881.70 
8,658. 82 
2,276. 78 
5,376. 09 
944. 89 
2,398. 40 
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Prorated I ncrease 
Using Formula-B 
Witho t Ccst Increase 
$ 1,21 1.71  
413. 49 
5,521. 06 
2,707.55 
6 . 56 
1 62. 44 
1,690. 1 
1,382. 96 
1 , 6 12. 57 
-4,571.51 
849.20 
1,928 . 46 
2,170 �l 
642. 01 
1 , 967 . 93 
1,418. 42 
668 . 47 
1,763. 98 
4,059 ., 20 
1 ,996. 85 
564. 36 
308. 99 
1,605. 96 
1,437. 28 
397. 56 
475. 43 
8,436. 92 
+2,280. 33 
4,429.90 
2,105. 59 
2,677.31 
482. 90 
- 96 . 54 
Di s trict 
White 
White River 
Wilmot 
Wi n fred  
Wi nner 
Wi tten 
Wol sey 
Wood 
Woonsocket 
Worthing 
Yankton 
TOTALS 
TABLE VI I . -- (Continued) 
I ncrease Us ing Tu itipn 
and Feder al S tudents, 
Co s t @ $8,000 and 
Pr or ated © . 1 1 55 
$ 3 , 523. 90 
1,703. 88 
1,072. 97 
7,598. 07 
1, 110  • .13 
1,220. 02 
1,210. 03 
3,943 . 10 
559. 65 
16,683. 92 
$898,770. 09 
47 
Prorated Increas 
Us i ng Forrr. l a-B 
Without Cos t In crease 
$ 2,348. 34 
-2,258. 46 
1 75. 08 
1 , 022. 30 
420. 13 
321. 72 
2,007. 55 
213. 1 4  
4,566. 00 
$159,326. 33 
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CHAPTER V 
PROBLEMS AT THE COUNTY AND DISTRICT LEVEL 
Chapter V I  pointed out some factors wh i ch a ffect the state, ide 
foundation program. Other factors which influence foundation payments 
do not appe ar in state totals  but appe ar at the county and distr · ct 
level. These factors are dis cussed in this chapter. 
Assessment Sa les Rat i o  
Legal l y, all property in South Dakota must be assessed  t its 
true and full val ue in money, but only sixty percent of the asse ssed 
valuation is to be considered for tax ation purposes. 1 An analys is o r 
the statistic al d ata presented in the series of assessment-sales ratio 
studies conducted by the Department of Revenue, State of South Dakota 
s hows this is not always the situation. In 1964, the county weighted 
average ranged from 21.5 percent of true value in Washabaugh County 
to 56. 2 percent of true value in Brookings County.2 Variations in 
assessment practices are not restricted to d.fferences between 
counties. In Haakon County , the difference between rural and urban 
property assessment ratios was 27 percentage points. 
1 south Dakota Code 1 960 Supplement 57. 0334 
2Bruce D. Gil l is, Seventh Annual Repbrt Real Estate Taxabl e _ 
Assessment-Rat io Study, -Department of Revenue, Division of Taxation, 
Pierre, South Dakota, 1964, p. 19. 
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When there are large var iations in asses sm nt practices 
county, what effect does it have on the amount of equal ization 
• + 
w L, in a 
pport 
a district receives ? The law s tates that the Commiss ioner of Reven�e 
shall determine a county average sales ratio factor . 3 This fac or is 
computed by dividing the state average weighted sales ratio by the 
. county average weighted sales r atio. The resu ting factor is m t ip · ed 
by the assessed valuation of ach district in the county �to ad · st ' he 
assessed valuation up to st te average or bring it down to state 
average, thus equalizing assessed valuations. 
The following example i llustrates this concept more clearly : 
State Average Weighted R atio 
County Average Weighted Ratio 
41. 6  
37. 5 
equals  
equals 
Sales R tio Factor 
1 .124 
In this example, if a district had an assessed valuation of  
500,000, the ad j usted assessed valuation would be 562 , 000. 
The adj usted assessed va uation is then mu tiplied by 1 5  mil �s 
to determine the qualifying levy of the district. Stated another v ay, 
a district would have to make a levy of 16. 88 mills in Yd r to q a_ · fy 
for equalization aid . (Multiply the ratio factor L l24 ti 1.es 15 mil ls . ) 
It was pointed out in the example in Chapter III how a district 
receives credit in the nexcess " portion of the formu a. This excess is 
the difference between the actual dollar levy of the district and th 
dollar amount obtained by multiplying 15 mills by the adjusted assessed 
valuation. 
3south Dakota Code 1 960 Supplement 15 . 2246 as amended by Chapter 
77, 1963. 
The sales ratio  factor is determined by using the c ounty averag 
weighted ratio, which is the aver age of both rural  and urban rat i os. 
When l arge varia tions between rural and urban ra tios exist w ith in a 
county, it reduces the amount o f  equal ization aid in the d i s tric ts 
which have a ratio h igher than the county average. 
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Consider the example on page 10 aga in. The adjusted assessed 
valuation is based on a ra tio of  37. 5 percent. If this distri c were 
in the c ounty with an urban ratio of 41. 6 percent  and a rural rati o of 
33. 4 percen t, the resulting average would be 37. 5 percent. This would 
produce a sa les ratio factor of 1. 124 as shown. 
Now consider the effects if the c o  nty average weighted ratio w re 
41 . 6 percent. This woul d give a sales ratio factor of 1. 000 w ich i n  
turn would reduce the adj usted assessed valuation to $500,000 and the 
qual ifying levy to $6,000. The excess would be increased to $9 , 000 
and the district's state aid to $1 1,050, an increpse of $2,430. 
In 1964, there were 30 c ounties with urban or rural sales ratios 
which were four percentage points higher or lower than the c ounty 
weighted rati o.4 
If urban ratios were used f or districts with the greatest port · o  
of their assessed valuation in an urban area and rural rat i os used 
f or distric ts with assessed valuations in rural areas, the statew · de 
effect of such a change in the law probably would not be t o o  grea t ·  
4Bruce D. Gillis, Seventh Annua l Repor t Real Estate Tax able 
Assessment R a t i o Study. Department of Revenue, Division of ,Tax a t i on, 
Pierre, South Dakota, 1964, p. 12-15. 
because where one distr ict ' s  al lotment would be increased anoth r 
district's allotment would show a decrease. 
County Eleme n tary School Equal i z a tion Fund 
51 
A facet which ind irectly involves the minimum foundation p_ ogr am 
is the effect state aid payments have on the d istr ib t · on of cou ty 
elementary school equalization monies. 
This law, SDC 1960 Suppl ement 15. 24 as amended by Chapter 19, is 
designed to equalize the tax effor t among the · common school districts 
within each county. As it works, the l aw provides that  one-h a  f o f  the 
expenditures for the gener al operation of the school shall be re­
imbursed by this fund. This money, however, must have been r a ised by 
local effort. The total expenditures of  the school distr ict are 
reduced by the amount . that the district receives from state , feder a , 
non-revenue, and trans fer sources. The remainder is the school 
district's local effort towards educating the children of  the district. 
The district is reimbursed for one-hal f of this amount out o f  the 
county elementary school equalization fund, thus equalizing the tax 
load among all districts w�thin the county. 
State aid payments are deducted from the expenditures to deter­
mine the total local effor t  of  a school district. Only school · districts 
el igible for minimum found ation payments receive state aid ; thus if tte 
eligible distr ict ' s  state aid is increased, then its local effor t wi 1 
be smaller. This decreased l ocal effor t produces a smaller percentage 
of  the total local effort of all of  the districts o f  the county, and in 
· turn gives the elig ible district less money . Stated in simplified 
5 2  
terms, if  the expend i tures of two dis tricts are the s ame, the district 
which receives the mos t s tate support wi l l  rece ive the e ast  county 
equalization· support. 
The fol lowing example wil l he lp cl ari fy this situation: 
Dis trict Expenses 
A. 
B. 
$5, 000 
$5,000 
$10,000 
Receipts 
Federal 
$30 
$30 
$60 
Receipts 
State 
$600 
$100 
$700 
Receipts 
County 
$70 
$70 
$140 
Receipts Prorate CESEF 
Local Al lot. 
$4, 300 
$4,800 
$9,100 
. 47 
. 53 
$2, 350 
$5,000 
Assume Dis tricts A and B have both operated a school under 
similar circums tances ; however, Dis trict B was not e ligible for state 
aid payments because a teacher was employed who was not proper � y 
certif ied. T he expenditures and all receipts, with the exception of 
s tate aid, were the s ame. As . it works out in  this hypothetica 
example, the local effor t of Dis trict A is $4, 300 or $500 less t an the 
local effort of District B. Because of s tate support, the county 
elementary school equalization a l lotment for District A is $300 less 
than that  of District B. This is due to the $500 d i ffe rence in state 
source receipts. In one sense, the s tate e ffort is ·indirectly be ing 
channeled to dis tricts that do not qualify for minimum founda t i on a id. 
Table VIII gives a detailed picture of  how an actual county is a f fe c ted 
by s tate aid payments. Cl ark C ounty was taken as an example and the 
county elementary school e qualization allotments computed as they are 
now be ing computed. Table IX shows the district's allotment de termin d 
by subtracting s tate a id paymen ts from the dis trict ' s  state source 
receipts. In this example, twenty-one percent of the $ 12,j79. 04 state 
Expenditure s S tate Aid 
School  District Cer tified  to 
Name and Number Aud i tor 
Bl a ine 1 899 .. 1 8  
· Spr . Va l l ey 3 4 , 291 . 40 
Thor p 7 17 , 974 . 16 2 , 057.91 
Mayde l l 8 1 , 917 . 75 
Elr od 17  9 , 437 . 20 23 1 . 50 
F oxton 1 8  10 , 852. 55 1 , 456. 40 
Dar lington 20 1 4 , 069 .. 67 1 , 749.23 
- F ordham 21  9 , 598. 27 1 , 239 . 30 
R i chland 22 1 5 , 11 1 . 02 2 , 326.80 
Washington 26 2 , 605.83 
Col l i ns 27 1 , 980 . 24 
Blaine 32 3 , 900 . 90 
Co l l ins 34 4 , 589 . 55 
Spr. Vall ey 37 69. 65 
Spr . Val l ey 38 9 , 610 . 57 1 , 059 . 03 
1.Na shing ton 42  6 , 95 1 . 96 
Mayde l l  43 1 , 304 . 32 
Spr . Val l ey 48 4 , 601 . 53 
Naple s  53 7 , 1 66 . 43 852 . 28 
E l r od_ -57 5 , 022 . 00 
V ienna  39 9 , 694 . 42 442 . 70 
Logan 1 3  1 7  
2 
971 . 8 3  ___2_63 .  89 
TOTALS 1 59 , 620. 43 12 , 379 . 0ll 
TABLE VI I I  
CLARK COUNTY 
*Other 
36 . 37 
1 69 . 73 
642 . 55 
60 . 62 
95 . 84 
]. 41 . 29 
723 . 34 
528 . 46 
3 , 233 . 45 
1 33 . 36 
1 09 . l l  
206. 10 
145. 48 
5 , 533 . 23 
339 . 46 
84 . 87 
1 45 . 48 
35 1 . 58 
254.60 
2 � 238 . 93 
�,§ 1. 11 
20 , 63£l . 96 
L oc a l  E f f or t 
w/o 
S tate Aid 
862 . 81 
4 , 1 21 . 67 
1 5 , 273 . 70 
1 , 857. 13 
9 , 1 09 . 86 
9 , 254 . 86 
11 , 597.1 0 
7 , 830 . 5 1 
9 , 550 . 77 
2 , 472.47 
- 1 , 871.13  
3 , 694. 80 
4 , 444 . 07 
69 . 65 
3 , 01 8 . 31 
6 , 6 12 . 50 
1 , 21 9 . 45 
4 , 456 . 05 
5 , 962 . 57 
4 , 767 . 40 
7 , 0 12 0 79 
.. 11.J 546. 83 
1 26 , 606 . 43 
Ra tio 
w/o 
State Aid  
. 682 
3 . 269 
1 2 . 060 
1 . 467 
7 .1 96 
7 . 309 
9 . 1 50 
6 . 1 85 
7 e 544 
1 . 953 
1 . Ll78 
2.91 8 
3.510 
. 055 
2 . 385 
5 . 223 
. 963 
3. 519 
4 . 709 
3.766 
5 . 539 
9 . 1 20 
1 00 . 000 
*This column i nc lude s State and Countv Appor t i onment s ,  N on-Revenue and Trans fors . . 
CESEF 
w/ 
S tate Aid 
544 . 30 
2 , 609 . 00 
9 , 625 . 12 
1 , 1 70.82 
5 , 74 3 . 1 4  
5 , 833 . 33 
7 , 302 . 63 
4 , 936. 26 
6 , 020 . 89 
1 , 558 . 69 
1 , 17 9 . 60 
2 , 328. 86 
2 , 80 1 . 34 
43 . 89 
1 , 903 . 48 
4 , 1 68 . 48 
768 . 57 
2 , 808 . 53 
3 , 758 . 26 
3 , 005.65 
4 , 420.69 
--1.J. 27 8 .  69 
79 , 81 0 . 22 
U1 
w 
School Di s tr ict 
Name and Number 
Bl a ine 1 
Spr . Val ley 3 
Thorpe 7 * 
Mayde l l  8 
E l r od . 17  -l<· 
F oxton 18  * 
Dar l ington 20 * 
Fordham 2 1  * 
R ich 1 and 22 -x-
Wa shing ton 26 
Col l ins  27 
Blaine 32 
Col l i ns 34 
Spr. Val ley 37 
Spr. Val l ey 38 * 
Wa shington 42 
Mayde l l . 43 
Spr . Val l ey 48 
Napl e s  53 * 
E l rod 57 
V ienna 39 -� 
Logan 13  * 
TOTALS 
*Rece ived State Aid  
Local E f for t 
w/state Aid  
862 . 8 1  
4 , 1 2 1. 67 
1 7 , 33 1 . 61 
1 , 857 . 1 3  
9 , 34 1 . 36 
1 0 , 7 1 1 . 26 
13 , 346 . 33 
9 , 069 . 81 
1 1 , 877 . 57 
2 , 472. 47 
1 , 87 1 : 1 3  
· 3 , 694. 80 
4 , 444. 07 
69 . 65 
4 , 077 . 34 
6 , 6 12 . 50 
1 , 2 1 9 . 45 
4 , 456. 05 
6 , 81 4 . 85 
4 , 767 . 40 
7 , 455 . 49 
12,510. 72 
1 38 , 985 . 47 
TABLE IX  
CLARK COUNTY 
Rat io 
w/state A i d  
--
. 62 1  
2. 967 
1 2 . 47 1  
1 . 337 
6 . 722 
7. 701 
9 . qOl 
6 . 526 
8 . 54 1  
1 . 779 
1 . 346 
2 . 659 
3 . 1 98  
. 05 1  
22. 934 
4 . 758 
. 878 
3 . 207 
4 . 904 
3 . 43 1  
5 . 36� 
9 . 003 
1 00 . 000 
CESEF Di f ference 
w/state Aid + 
495 . 63 - 48 . 67 
2 , 367. 96 - 24 1. 04 
9 , 953 . 1 4  +328. 02 
1 , 067 . 06 -1 03 . 76 
5 , 364. 85 - 378. 29 
6 , 1 46 . 1 9  +3 12 . 86 
7 , 662 . 58 +359 . 95 
5,208 .. 42  +272.16  
6 , 81 6 . 59 +795 . 70  
1 ,419 . 82 - 1 38 . 87 
1 , 074. 25 - 1 05 . 35 
2 , 1 22 . 1 5  - 206. 7 1  
2 , 552. 33 - 249. 01 
4 0 . 70 - 3 . 1 9  
2 , 34 1 . 63 +438. 1 5  
3 , 797 . 37 - 371 . 1 1  
700. 73 - 67 . 84 
2 , 559 . 51 -249. 02 
3 , 91 3 . 89 +1 55 . 63 
2 , 738. 29 -267 . 36 
4 , 281. 82 -1 38 . 87 
-2.i 1 85 .  3 1 - 93. 88 
79 , 8 1 0 . 22 0000. 00 
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aid to this county is taken fr om seven of the ten dis tricts which 
receive state aid and redistr ibuted to the remaining fifteen d istricts. 
T�elve of the fifteen were not eligible for state aid . Sixteen per­
cent of the amount went to  districts which did not qual i fy f or s tate 
aid payments. 
Receipt Fluctuat i ons and Equal ization Support 
By referring to the example on page 10, one can see that the 
receipts of a district have a great deal to do with the amoun� of 
equalization aid a d istrict rece ives. If the receipts are reduced 
by $1,000, the district ' s . equalization supprirt is increased $1 9000, and 
c onversely increasing the receipts by $1,000 decreases equalizat · on 
support $1,000. 
If f or s ome reas on tax receipts or county tuition receipts f oy a 
district were held over from the county fr om June 29 until Ju y 2, it 
would have little effect on the operation of the district, but it d o s 
affect the district's equalization support because the di�trict closes 
its books on June 30. Over a two-year period this equalization payment 
is balanced out f or a district, but it can present budget pr oblems for 
the inexperienced administrator . 
·, 
A study of the annual reports on file in the Department of Public 
Instruction showed that ninety-five independent districts sh owed an 
increase of more than twenty percent in receipts f or the 1 964-65 schoo: 
year over the 1963-64 school year. Thirty-two showed decrease  of more 
than ten percent. 
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CHAPTER VI  
THE SCHOOL ADM INIS TRATOR ' S  V IEWPOINT 
In any program where monies are distributed the viewpoint of  th� 
recipient sh ould be given consider ation in order to proper ly an l yze 
the e f fe cts of the pr ogram. 
In May of 1965, a questi onnaire was sent to 233 school superint n­
dents to determine, first, a c olle ctive viewpoint whi ch school 
administrators in S outh Dak ota  h ave regarding the minimum foundation 
program c oncepts in general and South Dakota ' s  foundation pr ogram in 
particular, and se cond, the pr oblems which school administrat ors  are 
aware of at the l ocal  l evel which may not have appeared at the state 
level. A c opy o f  the questionnaire and letter which acc ompan ied it 
are found in the Appendix. 
One hundred sixty-seven school superintendents or seventy-two  
percent of those polled, returned a c ompl eted questionna ire. Bee use 
it appeared that the results would not have been substantially a f fected 
by the other twenty-e ight per cent, and becau�e �h e  questionnaire was 
sent out at a late d ate, a f ollow-up action was n ot iaken on the 
questionnaire. 
Table X shows the results on individua l items. In gener 1, 
results of the study showed that school administrators believe that a 
good sound state-local program for financing the s ch ools of  South 
Dak ota should include applying the principles of a minimum found a tion 
program. 
TABLE X 
THE SCHOOL ADMINISTRATOR ' S V IEWPOINT 
Qu.e s t i onna ire 
1 .  Do you bel ieve a g ood sound state- l ocal pr ogr am Answer 
f or f inancing the schools o f  S ou th Dak ota shou ld  
include apply ing the pr inci ples o f  a m in imum Percent 
f oundat i on progr am? 
2. Do you bel ieve a g ood s ound s tate-l oca l Answer 
pr ogram f or f inancing the schools  o f  Sou th Dak ota 
should· be l im ited sol e l y  to  flat  grant  suppor t?  Pe rcent 
3 .  Do you bel ieve a g ood s ound state-l ocal Answer 
pr ogram f or f inancing the s choo l s o f  South Dak ota 
shou ld  include both f l a t  grant and equa l i z a t i on Pe r�ent 
pr ograms? 
4 .  Are there defects in the pre sent Sou th Dak ota Answer 
m inimum f ound a t i on pr ogram wh ich favorabl y or 
advers ly a f fect the state a id f or y our d i s tr i c t ?  Pe rcent 
5. If the de fects outl ined in i tem 4 were  
corrected what  pe rcent o f  the total s tate suppor t 
wou ld · y ou favor as equa l iz at i on suppor t?  
Answer 
Per cent 
6. How wel l  inf ormed d o  y ou fee l y ou are on Sout! 1 Answer 
Dakota ' s  present minimum f oundat i on l aw? 
Percent 
Response to the Que s tionn a i r e  
Yes No Blank or Don ' t Know 
1 40 
83 . 8  
21 
1 2 . 6 
128 
7·6 . 6 
79 
47 . 3  
Cur rent 
1 1  
6 . 6  
L im i ted 
87 
52. 1 
1 8 
10 . 8  
1 37 
82.0 
27 
1 6  
1 4  
8 . 4 
25 
64 
38 . 3  
Genera l  
74  
44 . 3  
9 
5 . 4  
9 
5 . 4 
1 2  
87 . 4  
74 
44 . 3  
50 
45 
26. 9 
75- 1 00 Bl ank 
1 5  
8. 9 
De ta i l ed 
5 
. 9 
32 
1 9 . 3  
Bl ank 
l 
(J1 
-.J 
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Eighty-f our p rcent of those returning the ue stionnaire greed 
that the minimum foundation concept should be a part of S outh Dakota ' s  
program of state support, while only thirteen percent thought s · ate 
aid should be distributed on a f at grant basis only �  Seventy-s ix 
percent agreed that South Dakota's pr ogram of state supp ort to s choo s 
should include both flat grant ,and equali zation concepts . 
F orty-seven percent of the school administrators stated there  
are defects in  the prese nt foundation pr ogram, which sho  ld  be 
C orrected, and thirty-eight percent stated that equalization support 
s h ould be raised from the current $2, 000 , 000 to twenty-five percent o f  
the total package o f  state financial support to schools. Twenty-seven 
percent thought equalizati on aid should equal one-ha l f  of the total 
state aid program. 
South Dakota's minimum foundation program is a highly involved 
f ormula. In its most detailed form, nearly fifty cal culations are 
involved and in its simplest form, approximately twenty cal cu l ations . 
Thus it is n ot surprising that fifty-two percent of the administrat ors 
who answered the questionnaire fe lt they had a °limited knowledge of 
South Dakota's present formula. Forty-four percent said they ad 
general knowledge, and onl y  three percent reported a detailed knowledg 
of the formula. 
CHAPTER V I I  
S UMMARY , CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The basic theory behind �he minimum f oundation concept · s  that 
the state and local  school districts must be partners in providi g 
res ources, so that each school district can provide an educati onal 
program which meets minimum educational standards. Thr ough the 
foundation program concept each child in the s tate is guaranteed a 
min imum educational foundation. Suth a program o f  financial s p�ort 
must give consideration to thi · ocal educational l oad (number of  
students, number of  classr oom units ) ,  the local effort ( financi 
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effort the district makes toward educating the children ) and ·the l ocal  
need (the difference between the educational load and the �bility to 
f inance this load ) .  
To devise a ' simple formu a based on this concept for the dis­
tribution o f  funds for South Dakota is to ask to simpl i fy the organ za­
tion o f  more than 2000 districts, revamp a highly complicated tax 
structure, and rewrite a number of federal law� related to fe er a l  
support to schools. South Dakota ' s  present foundation law is based 
on s imple concepts but is complex because of the base o f  operation. 
The following are recommendations the author bel ieves will improve 
our present foundation program and restructure the f ormul a toward ful­
filling its theoretical concept. These recommendations will  not s olve 
all problems indefinitely. Increased activity in school reorganiz�tion, 
additi onal federa l  support to school, and the restructuring of taxati on 
law will make it neces sary to evaluate and make per 1· od 1· c  d .  t a J U S IT. 
the formula . 
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1 .  The present l aw gives common districts credit for t he c ounty 
high sch ool tuition fund levy as a part o f  the cos t  of the d i s tr ict, 
but since th is  money is n ot received by the dis tric t, it is n o t  incl d d 
in the income of the common d is trict. Th i s  results in an inequ · tab e 
allotment of fund s. A study was made which sh owed that 544 districts 
would receive more state aid than is neces sary for the operat i on of 
the schools if fund s were made available to fully implement the 
foundation pr ogram. This inequity should be corrected by amend · .g t e 
law to exclude the county high school tuiti on fund levy as a part of 
the cost and tax effort of a district f or the pur pose of c omputing 
state aid. 
2. The present equalization formula provides a cost of $7,000 
per clas sroom. This amount was based on the average cost per clas s r o om 
unit for the 1960-61 school year. Since 1961, edu cational cos ts in 
South Dakota increased to $8, 500 per clas sr o om unit in 1964-65. In 
order to keep the foundation formula cnmpatible with actual c osts, th 
c ost factor should be increased fr om i ts present $7,000 to $8,000 in 
1966-67 and $8, 500 for the 1967-68 sch o ol year. 
3 .  The 1965 Legislature pas sed legislation which amended the 
foundation pr ogram. Chapter 65 pr ovides that federal fund s s h ould n ot 
be c onsidered as a receipt of the district when computing state aid. 
This provision is neces s iry in order to qualify districts for fund s 
under the Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965 and section 3( c ) 4, 
6 1  
Title I,  Public Law 874 .  Other federal receipts considered i th 
same manner t i lt foundation payments into improper balance for certain 
districts. This situation could be corrected by : 
a. providing that funds received under ESEA and 3 ( c) 4 ,  ? . L. 874 
be subjected to the provisions o f  Chapter 65 . 
b. providing that fund s received under P. L. 874 (exc us ve of  
3(c ) 4) be considered as a local source, that receipts and credit be 
given to the district in the same propos · t ion as the district ' s  loc  
effort per non-federally affec ted child. Similar credit must be 
provided to all districts for tuition students. 
c. treating federal receipts in the same manner as oth r 
revenue receipts. T he Department of  Public In�truction should be given 
the authority to make amendments if the inclusion of a speci fic fede�a­
receipt in the formul a invol ves the loss of federa funds for the school 
districts of South Dakota. 
4. Using the urban sales ratio as a factor for independent 
districts and the rural average as the factor for the common d · stricts 
in instances where the urban or rural _sa es ratio for the distri ct 
involved differs more than four percentage points from the state 
average weighted ratio. Under present law the county average weight 
sales ratio is used in d�termining the district's allotment. I t  was 
"--- -
pointed out that in some instances, either common or independent 
district sales ratios are sometimes much higher than this average ; 
therefore, the distri ct does n ot receive just consideration for loca  
tax effort. 
5. Provid ing adequate support s o  the pr ogr am of equalization 
support for South Dakota school s can be proper ly implemented. The 
present limitation of $2, 000,000 should be l i fted and any additional 
support appropr iated for state a id should be dis tributed under the 
equalization section until it i s  ful ly  implemented. 
6. All of the above recommendations are es sential in providi g 
a sound foundation P!Ogram. If  any of the above recommendations 
cannot be accomplished all present state aid  and any additional s tat 
aid should be distributed solely on the bas i s  of the flat grant  
formula of  the law, and the present equalization section sho ld  be 
closed to permit research and future consider tion. 
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APPEND I X  
STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBL I C  INSTRUCTION 
Pierre 
M. F. Coddington, Superintendent 
James C .  Schooler 
65 
F. R. Wanek 
Assistant Superintendent 
Administration 
Assistant Superintendent 
Instruction 
March 15 , 1966 
Mr. Arthur K. Shaver 
Director of �tatistical Services 
Department of Public Ins tructi on 
Pierre, South Dakota 57501 
Dear Mr. Shaver: 
After a number of discussions with you and other interested parties 
and after a review of some of the s tatis tical data published by the 
Division of Statistical Services, it appears there ·are a number o f  
problems existing in the founda tion program. 
I would like to have you research the fol lowing specific problems 
related to the foundation program and present possib e solutions showing 
district, county, and s tate-wiµe effects. 
l. The credit which the county high school tuition fund levy 
gives to common school districts when determining the cost of the 
program. 
2. The affect the county average sales ratio .has towards in­
creasing or decreasing equal ization payments in counties where 
there is a l arge spread between urban and rural s ales r at · os. 
3. The affect which federal source receipts have on payments to 
individual districts. Rel ate tuition receipts to P b  ic Law 874 
payments. 
4. The rel ationship which state support bears to the county 
elementary equalization program. 
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5. The relationship of  increasing receipts and actual costs wh ich 
districts are experiencing, compared with a st ble cost o f  $7 , 000 
per classroom unit which the minimum foundation program a lows • . 
S incerely, 
Jame s C. Schooler 
As sistant Super intendent 
1. Do you believe a good sound state-local program for financing 
the schools of South Dakota· should include applying the principles 
of a minimum foundation program? 
Yes No 
2. Do you believe a good sound state-local program for financing 
the schools of South Dakot• should be limited solely to flat grant 
support? 
Yes No 
3. Do you believe a good sound state-local program for financing 
the schools of South Dakota should include both flat gr�nt and 
equalization programs? 
Yes No 
4. Are there defects in the present South Dakota m1n1mum foundation 
· program which favorably or adversly affect the state aid for your 
district? ____ ____ ____ If yes, what are they? 
Don't know yes No 
a .  Federal source receipts 
b. Sales ratios 
c .  Large receipt fluctuation from year to year 
d. Cost per classroom unit 
e .  Enrollment fluctuations 
f .  School district organizati on 
9 •  Other ( specify ) 
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5. Under current law, equalization payments are limited to $2,000,000. 
This amounts to 11 per cent of the total foundation program. If the 
defects outlined in item 4 were c orrected, what percent of the total 
state support would you favor as equalization support? 
Current 25 50 75 100 
6. How well informed do you feel you are on South Dakota's present 
minimum foundation law? a. limited knowledge ___ ; 
b. general knowledge __ ; c. detailed knowledge __ • 
. . 
STAIE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBL IC INSTRUCTION 
PIERRE . 
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M. F. C odd ington 
State Super intendent 
Arthur K. Shavor 
Director Statistical Serv:ces 
May 20, 1966 
I am writing a comprehensive report on the m1n1mum found ation 
program in S outh Dakota to  pr ovide educ tor s  and legislators with 3 
documented review of  various portions of t e aw whi ch I fee shou:d  
be cons idered for change in the 1967 legislative sess ion. 
At this  point, some areas which I am examining are: 
1 .  The double credit which the county h igh school tuition 
fund levy gives to common school districts when deter., in ing 
the c ost o f  the program. 
2 .  The affect the county average s ales ratio has toward s 
increasing or decreas �ng equa ization payments in c ou tie s 
where there i s  a l arge spread between urban d rural  s ales 
rati os. 
3. The a f fect whi ch federal source receipts have on pay . 2�ts 
to ind ividual district s. 
4. The rel ationship which state support bears to the cou . r,y 
elementary equalization progr am. It wi l l  be shown how state 
aid payments to operating d i stricts increase the c ounty 
elementary equalization a id in nonoperating districts .  
5. The relati onship o f  increasing receipts and actua costs 
which d i stricts are experiencing, compared with a stable 
cost o f  $7,000 per clas sroom nit whi ch the minimum f ounda� ion 
program allows. Recommendati ons for increasing the costs 
will be presented. 
Al so, I would like to i n clude a section which wil l col lectively 
express  the views o f  the s chool administrators regarding the 
minimum foundation program. In order to  do this , I need your 
cooperation in completing the attached questionnaire and returning i t  
in the enclosed self- addressed stamped envelope by May 27, 966 . I 
w ill welcome any additional comments which you may have concerning 
any aspects not covered by the questionnaire . 
AKS :gz 
Sincerely yours ,  
Arthur K. Shaver , Director 
Statistical Service s 
